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1 . The disclosure is objected to because it contains an embedded hyperlink and/or 
other form of browser-executable code. Applicant is required to delete the embedded 
hyperlink and/or other form of browser-executable code. See MPEP § 608.01 . 

The hyperlink is found in page 10 of the specification. 

2. Claims 42, 46, 51 are objected to under 37 CFR 1 .75 as being a duplicate of 
claims 43, 47, 52 respectively. When two claims in an application are duplicates or else 
are so close in content that they both cover the same thing, despite a slight difference in 
wording, it is proper after allowing one claim to object to the other as being a substantial 
duplicate of the allowed claim. See MPEP § 706.03(k). 

3. Applicant is advised that should claims 42, 46, 51 be found allowable, claims 43, 
47, 52 will be objected to under 37 CFR 1 .75 as being a substantial duplicate thereof. 
When two claims in an application are duplicates or else are so close in content that 
they both cover the same thing, despite a slight difference in wording, it is proper after 
allowing one claim to object to the other as being a substantial duplicate of the allowed 
claim. See MPEP § 706.03(k). 

4. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 



Application/Control Number: 10/603,583 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2643 

5. Claims 1-52 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Regarding claim 1, the body of the claim recites method steps (e.g. receiving, 
issue at least one prompt..., route the call) without reciting any means thereby 
rendering the system claim vague and indefinite. 

Dependent claims 2-52 are also rejected for the same reason since they are 
dependent on a rejected base claim and contain the same problem(s). 

6. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

7. Claims 1-7, 9, 1 1-13, 17-24, 33-38, 40, 44, 48, 49, 53-55 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Yudkowsky (US PAT. NO. 5,396,536). 

Regarding claims t, 6, 1 1, 33-37, 40, 44, 48, 49, 53-55, Yudkowsky discloses an 
automated system, method, apparatus and a program storage device for enabling at 
least one given caller, who may be one of a hearing caller and a hearing-impaired 
caller, to access functionality associated with at least one resource as claimed, e.g. see 
abstract, Fig. 1, col. 1 line 57 to col. 2 lines 5, 26-56. Yudkowsky teaches at least one 
computer-based subsystem (10) adapted to perform at least the following: 
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receiving a call from a given caller (step 72, in Fig. 2), 

issue at least one prompt in at least a first format requesting at least a first 
response (step 72, in Fig. 2, the first format being the spoken announcement), 

receive a response after issuing the prompt (step 74 in Fig. 2); 

routing the call so as to provide the given caller access to the at least one 
resource depending on an analysis of the response (e.g. steps 76-90 in Fig. 2). Also 
note Figs. 3-6, col. 3 lines 37-51 , col. 4 line 4 to col. 7 line 8 for example. 

Regarding claim 2, see Yudkowsky col. 4 lines 48-54 which discloses access via 
a common telephone number. 

Regarding claims 3, 12, 13, see Yudkowsky step 80 in Fig. 2, and col. 5 lines 12- 
18, for sending a further prompt in at least a further format (TDD/modem format) 
requesting a further response, and receive a further response. 

Regarding claim 4, the first format is different than the further format. 

Regarding claim 5, see Yudkowsky step 82 in Fig. 2, and note that a TDD signal 
is periodically transmitted. 

Regarding claims 7, 17, see step 76 in Fig. 2 which also discloses DTMF as a 
response to the prompt. 

Regarding claim 9, spoken announcement (first format) is a format suitable for 
hearing callers. 

Regarding claim 18, e.g. see Yudkowsky steps 80, 82 in Fig. 2. 
Regarding claim 19, for example see Yudkowsky steps 80, 82 in Fig. 2, which 
includes sending a TDD prompt and determine for a TDD response (step 82). 
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Regarding claim 20 see Yudkowsky col. 5 lines 6-9, col. 1 line 58-61 for example. 

Regarding claim 21, see Yudkowsky step 72 in Fig. 2 for example. 

Regarding claims 22-24, see Yudkowsky col. 5 lines 30-35 for example. 

Regarding claim 38, see Yudkowsky col. 1 line col. 1 line 57 to col. 2 lines 5, col. 
4 lines 57-61 for example, which disclose the computer-based subsystem is able to 
processing incoming caller input and provide voice response thereto, thus making it a 
voice response unit. 

8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

9. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 
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10. Claims 14, 15, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Yudkowsky. 

Regarding claim 14, note that in Yudkowsky the further prompt is sent after the 
first prompt is sent, thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to realize that the first prompt is issued approximately 
the same time as the further prompt such that the response time of the system is 
increased. 

Regarding claim 15, to modify Yudkowsky to comprise a predefined period of 
time delay between prompts would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to ensure that a response is given sufficient time to 
be properly received, detected and analyzed. 

1 1 . Claims 8, 10, 16, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Yudkowsky in view of McLaughlin et al (US PAT. NO. 5,687,222 hereinafter 
McLaughlin). 

Yudkowsky differs from the claimed invention (claims 8, 10, 16) in not disclosing 
that the first format is a Baudot-compliant format suitable for hearing-impaired callers. 
Note that in Yudkowsky the further prompt with the further format is a Baudot-compliant 
format suitable for hearing-impaired callers while the first format is voice. 

However, it is old and well known in the art that the order of the prompts to seek 
a specific response from the caller can be varied, for example see McLaughlin col. 7 
lines 7-41 . McLaughlin teaches sending out prompts of different format to seek a 
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specific response, e.g. voice message first then auto detect of TDD/modem signals, 
from the caller and that the order can be varied (e.g. col. 7 lines 37-41 ) without affecting 
the overall operation and still provide the same results. Thus, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify 
the order of prompts in Yudkowsky to provide a Baudot-compliant format suitable for 
hearing-impaired callers as the first prompt and the voice as the second prompt since 
the order in which the prompts are send can be varied and still provide the same result. 

Regarding claims 25-30, it is old and well known in the art that Baudot-compliant 
format uses FSK modulation/demodulation at frequencies of 1400 and 1800 Hz, for 
example see McLaughlin col. 2 lines 28-30, col. 17 lines 24-39. Thus, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
modify Yudkowsky as modified by McLaughlin to detect for Baudot-compliant format by 
identifying signals having frequencies of approximately 1400 and 1800 Hz as claimed. 

1 2. Claims 31 , 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over 
Yudkowsky in view of Canniff et al (US PAT. NO. 5,619,564 hereinafter Canniff). 

Yudkowsky although discloses detecting for DTMF signals, Yudkowsky differs 
from the claimed invention in not disclosing identifying a frequency of a DTMF tone 
determine what the received DTMF tone is. However, it is old and well known in the art 
to identifying a frequency of a DTMF tone determine what the received DTMF tone is, 
for example see Canniff s abstract. Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
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skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Yudkowsky to identifying a 
frequency of a DTMF tone in order to determine what the received DTMF tone is. 

13. Claim 39 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Yudkowsky in view of Crook (US PAT. NO. 6,487,281). 

Yudkowsky differs from the claimed invention in not disclosing the plurality of 
evaluations of the responses are perform in parallel. However, it is old and well known 
in the art to perform a plurality of evaluations of the responses in parallel, for example 
see Crook col. 1 lines 40-48, such that the call is answered and "avoids the delay 
typically encountered untif the type of call is determined". Thus, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify 
Yudkowsky to perform a plurality of evaluations of the responses in parallel such that 
the call is answered and "avoids the delay typically encountered until the type of call is 
determined" to increase response time. 

14. Claims 41-43, 45-47, 50-52 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Yudkowsky in view of Alheim (US PAT. NO. 5,121 ,421 ). 

Regarding claims 41, 45, 50, Yudkowsky differs from the claimed invention in not 
disclosing the call is process to provide the given caller access to the resource in the 
form of a data store. However, it is old and well known in the art to process calls to 
provide the given caller access to the resource in the form of a data store, for example 
see Alheim col. 1 lines 37-34. Alheim further discloses using a TDD to access that the 
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same interactive voice response system that's normally access using the telephone 
(e.g. via voice recognition, DTMF), for example see col. 1 line 56 to col. 3 line 19, col. 8 
line 4 to col. 10 line 38. Alheim's teachings "provides a hearing-impaired caller with 
substantially the same automated telephone processing and information options as 
those now enjoyed by hearing persons, including automated attendant, voice mail (i.e., 
TDD-Mail), "audio" text retrieval, transaction processing, and database searching, etc." 
(e.g. Alheim col. 3 lines 11-17). Yudkowsky also discloses his invention is for 
information handling (e.g. col. 1 lines 6-14, and his invention is dependent on "the 
features and functions supported for the particular access code" (e.g. col. 4 line 66 to 
col. 5 line 2). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify Yudkowsky to process the call to provide the 
given caller access to the resource in the form of a data store (e.g. voice mail, text 
retrieval, transaction processing, database searching, etc.) to provide "a hearing- 
impaired caller with substantially the same automated telephone processing and 
information options as those now enjoyed by hearing persons". 

Regarding claims 42, 43, 46, 47, 51 , 52, Yudkowsky as modified by Alheim 
differs from the claimed invention in not disclosing the system Is adapted to process the 
call so as to enable the given caller to submit a telephone number for entry into a do- 
not-call list*. However, Alheim teaches "provides a hearing-impaired caller with 
substantially the same automated telephone processing and information options as 
those now enjoyed by hearing persons, including automated attendant, voice mail (i.e., 
TDD-Mail), "audio" text retrieval, transaction processing , and database searching, etc." 
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(e.g. Alheim col. 3 lines 1 1-17; emphasis added). Yudkowsky also discloses his 
invention is for information handling (e.g. col. 1 lines 6-14, and his invention is 
dependent on "the features and functions supported for the particular access code" (e.g. 
col. 4 line 66 to col. 5 line 2). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Yudkowsky as modified by 
Alheim to be 'adapted to process the call so as to enable the given caller to submit a 
telephone number for entry into a do-not-call list* as claimed since such use of the 
interactive system to enter information into the do-not-call list is a particular type of 
transaction processing within the scope of Alheim's teachings and Yudkowsky's 
teachings that the system is feature and function dependent to allow the hearing- 
impaired caller access the same automated telephone processing and information 
options as those now enjoyed by hearing persons to eliminate annoying telemarketing 
calls. Furthermore, such use of the system in Yudkowsky as modified by Alheim for 
entering telephone numbers into the do-no-call list would have been an obvious 
intended use in view of Alheim and Yudkowsky teachings of the system in various 
environments. 

1 5. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Examiner W. F. Chan whose telephone number is 703- 
305-4732. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Mr. Curtis Kuntz, can be reached at 703-305-4708. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application should 
be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 703-305-3900. 



WING F. CHAN 
SENIORTPRIMARY examiner 
TECHNOLOGY CENTER 2600 
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11/15/04 



